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I. 

Unfair comment re rural areas 

1. American Media Services, et al, get the "cheap shot of 

the docket award" for their demeaning reference at 8 to "rural 

areas [that] offer cost-free land to lure new residences to 

regions that have become increasingly depopulated." 

rural areas in this nation are vital and deserve attention and 

respect by the FCC in this proceeding. 

The needs of 

2. For a more illustrative view of the attraction of rural 

areas to citizens in our country, we shall use examples from the 

state of Maryland that may be meaningful to the Commission's 

staff because of their familiarity with area. Attached as 

Exhibit A is an editorial in the Baltimore Sun dated April 25, 

2005 entitled "State of sprawl" which describes Baltimore and the 

inner suburbs of Washington, D.C. as experiencing little or no 

growth, whereas in five outer counties populations have grown the 

fastest. Three of these five counties are located in 

predominantly rural areas, i.e., Cecil County in the uppermost 

northeast corner of the state, Calvert County and St. Mary's 

County, in southern Maryland 



2 

3 .  Attached as Exhibit 2 is an article appearing in the 

October 24, 2005 issue of the Washinqton Post indicating that 

Calvert County in Southern Maryland became "the fastest-growing 

county in the state during the 1990's." 

4. Attached as Exhibit C is a recent article in the 

Marvland Coast Dispatch entitled "County Second to Garrett in 

Affordable Housing", indicating that Worcester County (Ocean 

City) has been displaced by Garrett County at the remote western 

end of the state as Maryland's "least affordable county" because 

of interest in homes there. 

11. 
Filins Form 301 in allotment uroceedinss 

5. Some commenting parties argue for a requirement that an 

application for construction permit be submitted with a proposal 

or counterprosal, including payment of the application filing 

fee. The Commission has aschewed this requirement throughout the 

years for the 

process large 

thrown in the 

or likely may 

other changed 

is granted. 

6. Some 

obvious reason that it would require the agency to 

numbers of applications that ultimately will be 

waste basket when the requested allotment is denied 

need to be amended to reflect transmitter site or 

circumstances some years later when the allotment 

111. 
Filins fee in allotment uroceedinss 

commenting parties argue for a filing fee for a 

petition or counterproposal including discussion of a legal basis 

for requiring such a fee, although the Commission has managed its 
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highly successful FM and television allotment programs for about 

70 years without such a requirement. As indicated in our opening 

comments, this requirement would be a comparatively greater 

financial burden on proponents of allotments in rural areas in 

comparison to the financial means and incentives of parties 

interested in filing for allotments in the cities and urban 

areas. 

7. A s  also indicated in our opening comments, the allotment 

petitions filed for rural areas, such as those filed by Mr. 

Crawford, are a "drop in the ocean" compared with allotment 

petitions and proceedings leading to the mosaic of commercial 

stations in our nation's cities and urban areas; his effort seeks 

to secure a tiny portion of the remaining spectrum from being 

siphoned into cities and urban areas. 

8. If the Commission is persuaded to charge a fee for the 

filing of allotment petitions and counterproposals, the amount of 

the fee should be geared to number of elements in the petition 

and counterproposal. That way, the fees would be fairly applied 

based on the agency's cost of processing the rulemaking 

proceeding. A singleton petition with perhaps a single 

counterproposal requiring minimal staff processing time and 

effort would incur a relatively modest filing fee. A complex 

multi-party petition or a complex multi-party counterproposal 

tacked on to a seemingly remote and isolated petition would incur 

a much larger fee commensurate with the processing time and 

effort required on the part of the Commission. 
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IV. 
Allotment "procedures" impact the 

"substance" of the allotment resulatorv program 

9. Some parties argue that the proceeding should be 

restricted to procedural aspects of the allotment process and 

that substantive questions, such as rural vs. citylurban 

allocation issues, should be left to some other, future 

proceeding. This is deceptive and irrational. The procedures 

impact the substantive issues. 

10. For example, we have attacked the Commission's "Tuck" 

policy as a faulty procedure that violates the agency's duty to 

engage in reasoned decision-making. Motor Vehicle Manufacturers 

Association v. State Farm Insurance ComDanv, 463 U.S. 2 9  (1983). 

The impact of that procedure has been to facilitate moving 

existing FM stations from outlying communities into the cities 

and urban areas simply for the asking. This has resulted in a 

facto substantive rural v. city/urban allocation regulatory 
program in which the rural interest never wins. 

11. For another example, First Broadcasting Investment 

Partners, LLC proposes, and the Commission's notice calls for 

comments on, a first-come, first-served filing procedure with a 

go-no-go result based upon population-favored reception services 

in which the rural interest would never win either. Read the 

comments of First Broadcasting at n.lO, page 6, i.e., the 

Commission should not here concern itself with rural vs. 

citylurban regulatory issues. Then read pages 10-12, i.e., all 

the Commission should do now is adopt a new allotment procedure 
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that allows an FM station to move into the city on its 

so long as the community that is losing its only local 

has two reception services available. The thrust and 

its overall presentation is to argue for a more "pro-c 

allocations regulatory program by the Commission. 

12. The Commission should reject this harsh abar 

localism in the agency's FM allotment principles and E 

Among other things, as indicated in our opening commer 

suggest that the Commission modify the "all other cat€ 

allotment principles to favor the establishment of neb 

for underserved rural areas. 

Respectfully su 

A ene A, Bechtel 
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THE SUN 
EDITORIALS 

HE LATEST Census Bureau esti- and Cllsfleld were named last week.:-.can 
mates are in for Maryland, and they expect for now to .get only some te-acal 
add up to a state in which residents and regulatory assistance, not '#ate. Lild. T continue moving fluther and farther State land pgrchases have stopped h d e r  

away from developed areas - a state In Mr. EhrUch. The admlntstratlpn is unenthu- 
which sprawl, desplte Maryland's Nstory of slaitlc about mass translt, 'opting t&&d 
breakthrough growth-management efforts, lor sprawl-inducers, the widening of mute 
continues to gobble up land. 32 in rural Howard County and corlstructfon 
Overall, Maryland's growth slowed in the of the Intercounty Connector irom Inter- 

year ending last July. Baltimore lost resi- stateQ5toInterstate270. 
dents. The city's and Washington's Inner The admlnlstration can courlter rightfully 
suburbs grew modestly. But in five outer that land-use decisions lwely remain a lo- 
counties - Cecil, Calvert, Charles, St. cal matter - and, Indeed, there's plenty of 
Mary's and Washington - populations rose blame to go around. 
the fastest, from 2 percent to almost 3 per- Baltimore has made good use of state his- 
cent in just one year, largely from ln-state toric tax credits to foster redevelopment, 
migration. and Baltlmore County is trylng to remake 

That stretched-out growth pattern chews its older Beltway netghborhoods while pro- 
up land, lengthens commutes, pollutes the tecting Its northern farmland. But too many 
Chesapeake Bay and strains local budgets. counties stffl reslst using zoning to steer 
It creates a state that's a checkerboard of growth and dordable housing to already 
suburbs, a placewlth too Little t i m e  there. built-up areas and away from open land. 

IP that underscores the insulYiclency of Their zonlng codes stlll allow developers to 
Maryland's Smart Growth programs and its sprinkle homes across farmland - and prl- 
extensive land purchases under former Oov. ority Places aside, there's Uttle encourage- 
Parris N. Glendenlng, I t  also Speaks to the ment from thls State House to summon the 
near-emptiness of Oov. Robert L. Ehrllch needed polltlcal courage to do otherwise. 
Jr!s approach to growth management. Meanwhile, the Census Bureau now proJ- 

The administration has done some good ects that Maryland's population will grow by 
things. The state Planning Department has a third from 2000 to 2030, Ntting 7 rnllllon- 
prodded counties to tally by a single stand- 500,000 more people than the state had 
ard their available bullding lots, a seemingly been estimating. 
simple task riven wlth complexities. It has Maryland's growth pressures will only In- 
put Its own stamp on Smart Growth, recast- crease. And while they tend not to grab 
ing it as a Priority Places program empha- dally headlines, how well they're managed 
sizing revitalizing older areas. Ukely will have a more endurlng impact on 

But the four communities designated so the quality of Me In Maryland than anything 
far as Priority Places - areas of HyattsvlUe else on the governor's agenda. 
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BY AMIT R. P m  
Washingron Post Staff Write 

It waa just pest9 p.m on a 
Friday night. wpHt B m  Wce 
airy &resjwc&g 24-pray-old 
part9 bog. madt a bnfhK for, 
the hottest b a  in tom. But 

phwmemm found throughout 
tbe r e g i d 8  enter 8uburbs: 
YamgpaoplePreileeiq. 

It% nothing new @at bright- 
eyed high sfbool mduatea 

---&tim to 
mskc their marb in abigtity. 

Pat-24 But what ia aiffennt today is 
tilat many erurtran twenty- 

somethings who want to nrmin in thir home towns can no lon- 
ger afford to, affordable howingsdvoates say. 
We’refOreingoureertgesentionartdtheSrerpeaid’&da 

Braeey, whose 237eamId &u&ter IiwinBrpOds Hunting. 

d b l e  Sometknes If& like them’s no one else my agein 
ebar. this wholecm4q.” 

mug in’the ilfea. sometunes ‘ I feel like there’s no me else my 
age in tbi who& oounty.” 
Where have dl the twenty-eomet6lngs gone? E m  as this 

%uthem~peninsu labeeametbeWest -gr~county  
in the state duriag the 1990s. tke nim@ of people ages 20 to 29 
dropped by 746.’ Only 8.8 percent of cllvert residents are in their See IWENTIES, B5, Col. 1 
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of the state. dubious Cttatihon. 

Garrett is now the least affold- Worcester aqd Garrett could .not 
able county in Maryland in tern of be more diffe€e%t for many r-8, 
median new home prices, a w d i q  . not the least of which is simple geog- 
t o  Blueprint Maryland, a bi-monuy raphy. WorCeetar is Maryland's .ex- 

, .  ~ 

BY SHWM J. SOPER 
NEWS foirn8. 

BERLIN - '&e median fust4ime 
buyer home p&ce in'Worwber has 

P R O W M l A  
lar in terms ef w b t  ir going on with 
real estate, housing prices and af- 
fordability. In Worcester County, the 
booming real estate market that has 
shown no signs of slowing down is 
being driven by the desire of many to 
relocate by the ocean and the bays, 
while in Garrett County, that same 
desire is driving empty-nesters and 
retirees closer to picturesque Deep 
Creek Lake. 

The two polar opposite counties 
are ranked numbers one and two as 
the least affordable jurisdictions in 
the state in terms of housing afford- 
ability with Garrett one and Worces- 
ter two baeed on an accepted hous- 
ing afRwdability indicator. Called 
the First-Time Buyer Affordability 
Index, the indicator is essent i iy  a 
ratio of the Maryland first-time 
buyer's me#ian household income to 
the qual&ng income needed to buy 

home at current 

The index is basically a relation- 
ship between the median cost of a 
starter home and the median income 
levels of fust-time buyers pursuing 
those hemes. In its June-July 2005 
issue, Blueprint Maryland assigned 
a housing atrordability index value 
of 39 to Wareester County, meaning 
the average fust-time buyer earm 
just 39 of the income needed 
to p u r c k w  fba median starter 
home, ahLib lu new nud@ past 
the $300,000 mark at $300,900. 

In Garratt County, however, with 
its dedopmsnt bunn itround Deep 
Creek Lake, the howhag affordabili- 
ty index has now dropped to 30, 
meaning first-time buyers earn just 
30 percent of the income needed to 
buy the median starter home, which 
now tops out at $305,150. Horace 
Greeley said "Go west, young man," 
but don't go b o  far west if you're 
looking for an affordable starter 
home. 

Garrett (30) and Worcester (39) 
are ranked last and seeond to last re- 

Kent (55). Closer to home, Wicom- 
ico's housing affordability index 
came in at 77, wMe Somerset came 
in at 82. 

most affordable with an index of 
116, meaning resid re actual- 
lY earn mor13 need h 
afford the typical starter home. 
However, the tmica la ta rh  home in 
that 
$77,000. . . I .:,.; '~ 

.* hi *t j& over 
I. -- - -  



-tt is 
boom cen- 
’e greatest 

wets  with countless residential 
developments sprouting up areund 
Deep Creek Lake. Lakefront homes 

, with other new 
ng out from the 

gomg @I UI Worcester on a slightly 
differept e. 

at such an accehW rate because 
of the development erotuld the lake. 
We’re struggling to control the 
growth, but we’re also aware we 
don’t want to kill the golden goose.” 

If that sounds -liar, similar 
sentiments have been echoed by 
Worcester officials over the last sev. 
eral yeam as the county has atrug- 
gted to a~mmmoflate growth while 
preserving the very ameW that are 
driving it. 

thing,” said Pagenhardt. ”It’s really 
agood&mmatobein.We’wactu- 
ally lowered taxes, the county has no 
debt to speah of and we’b been able 
to fund a lot of high-dollar capital 
projects.” 

Pagenhdt said the struggle for 
Garrett has been amornodating 
growth while ensuring the infra- 
structure is in place to support. 

‘The biggest t h i i  we’re facing 

“All of thia growth 

derail t~ growth spurt.” 
Worcester County Supervisor of 

Asaessmmta Robert Smith agreed 
there are many par&&s between 
what is ping on in Worcester and 
Garrett Counties, but questioned if 
the highqoUar c a a d o ~ u m s  were 

tion in Qlaatt- ~ 

faetored h e  tb &$&&& . ’e cltQi%- 

number would be off the charts. We 
have condos in Ocean City sening for 
$8M),OOO to $1.2 millio&.&ich we 
don’t consider wheq * w  
median home price. If %e ,did, the 
number would be so 

process to ream 

Smith said the slight decline in 

crest and ready to begin its rapid 
descent?” 

Smith said his assessors have 
been stunned by the so- values 
of condos + Ocean 
and ewn 20 years old. 
came back throwing & b a s  up in 
the air because there iS na rhyme of 
reason to it,!’ he .said. “we hnve con. 
des w:in, 1- .&&-be 

, . 


